Recently we published a study (Castles et al., 2014 ) that compared social network metrics that were created from two methods for defining connections (edges) among wild baboon, Papio ursinus, individuals (nodes): proximity and interactions. We found that in many (but not all) cases individuals' positions in the proximity networks were not predictive of their positions in the interaction networks and we cautioned researchers about assuming that one is a proxy for the other, which is frequently done in social network studies (e.g. Carter, Macdonald, Thomson, & Goldizen, 2009 ). In his Forum article, Farine (2015, this issue; henceforth 'Farine') outlines several assumptions that researchers make about how to define edges among individuals that may affect the results of social network studies, before presenting new empirical findings from wild thornbills (genus Acanthiza) that he concludes contrast with ours. We are excited that our research has generated such interest, and this new article adds to a growing body of empirical studies that consider sampling issues in social network studies (Castles et al., 2014; Hobson, Avery, & Wright, 2013; Lehmann & Ross, 2011; Madden, Drewe, Pearce, & CluttonBrock, 2011; see Whitehead, 2008 for a comprehensive summary of sampling considerations). We agree that the 'gold standard' in social network studies should be for researchers to incorporate multiple networks using different methods to determine edges into their analyses. However, while Farine usefully highlights assumptions that are important to consider when choosing how to collect and analyse one's network data, several aspects of his article require further consideration before we extend the discussion to broader issues in social network studies.
First, Farine presents empirical data from mixed-species flocks of thornbills, collected over a 6-week period, in which there are correlations between individuals' network positions in proximity and interaction networks. Farine states that this pattern was in contrast to our general conclusion, and so suggests that our findings are not generalizable across species and that in some cases proximity can be used as a proxy for interactions. We feel the first assertion is misplaced, and we caution against the second. Our results were in agreement with those of the thornbills in some years for some social network metrics, where we also found correlations between some proximity and interaction methods (see Figure 3 and supplementary material in Castles et al., 2014) . However, the correlation between the two methods was not found in other years. Thus, our results from two study groups over 3 years suggest that findings from one time period may not be generalized 
